A BALAGI APPROACH TO SOME GRAMMATICAL SAWAHID
Ramzi Baalbaki

The American University of Beinuit

It is generally accepted that Arab grammarians were predominantly concerned
with structure and form — especially case-endings, uttered and elided operants, and
the syntactic function of words — and rarely resorted to the criterion of meaning as
the main arbiter in grammatical analysis, Despite some differences between gram-
marians in their emphasis on structural and formal (i.e. lafzi) considerations or on
meaning, preference of the first over the latter took place at a fairly early stage in
the history of Arabic grammar — a tendency which certainly grew with time, and
eventually tarnished the image of grammarians and lost them their credibility.

The failure of the grammarians in interpreting linguistic data primarily in
accordance with meaning rather than the formal considerations they employed — let
alone their inability to come up with a coherent grammatical theory based on
meaning — is the main reason for the emergence of the discipline of baldga. But this
new discipline which evolved as a reaction to the shortcomings of nahw, has its very
roots embedded in nalw. Not only were the main subjects of baldgr study derived
from grammatical works,' but most baldgr authors were grammarians as well, and
some of them have works in both disciplines, totally adopting the nahwi approach
in nahw and then resorling to the balagr perspective in baldga. A stunning example
is no other than al-Gurgani who, despite his uncompromising attack on the gram-
marians and his departure from their methods of syntactical analysis in his Dal@’il al-
'I'§dz, wrote a number of grammatical works with hardly any deviation from the tra-
ditional theory common to all authors on grammar. His al-“Awdmil al-mi'a an-
nahwiyya is a clear instance of his acceptance of the backbone of their grammatical
theory; that is, the “awdmil, and his other published grammatical work, al-Muqtasid,
which is one of his two commentaries on the ‘Idah of 'Abi Al al-Farisi,? is not
in any significant way different in approach from that of the so-called "traditional”
authors representing the mainstream of Arab grammatical writings. It can be safely
argued, as Zahrdn does in his introduction to al-'dzharis commentary on al-
Gurgani’s al-“Awdmil al-mi’a an-nalwiyya,’ that al-GurganT's legacy was trans-
mitted in two distinct channels, firstly that of purely traditional grammar (al-ganib
an-nahwt at-tagltdr al-hdlis), and secondly that of baldga where his works fluctuate
from the traditional methods to the original application of his syntactical theory.

1 Among the subjects which SThawayhi touches upon and which became characteristic of baldgr
study are hadf, ziydda, dikr, ‘idmdr, tagdim and ra'hlt, istifhdm, qag, fasl and wasl, tafbih, istidra,
kindya, ta'ktd al-madh bi-md yusbih ad-damm, tagrid, ete. For a detailed list of such subjects in the
works of Stbawayhi, al-Mubarrad, TaClab, and others, see °A. Q. Husayn (1975:54-5; 128-9; 205-7; 231-2).

? His other commentary is a much more expanded work called al-Mugn{. See Ibn al-'Anbari, Nuzha

¥ al-Gurgant, ‘Awdemit 31-3,

THE ARABIST. BUDAPEST STUDIESIN ARABIC 34 (1991)
https://doi.org/10.58513/ARABIST.1991.3-4.5



90 Ramzi Baalbaki

Although the study of baldga was eventually plagued with methodological rigidity
and sheer prescriptivencss — as is evident in the work of someone like as-SakkakT,
for example — its early stages represent, in several ways, a scrieus departure from
grammatical concerns accompanicd by a clear definition of its corpus. We thus know
of no work which presents a problem in classification under nahw or balaga, due to
the clear-cut distinction in subject, classification, and analysis. In an earlier study,’
the present author tricd to examinc the differences in syntactical analysis between
Stbawayhi and al-Gurgani, being the two key figures in nahw and baldga respec-
tively. Without delving into individual differences and idiosyncrasies, the results of
that study seem to hold true gencrally for other grammarians and rhetoricians. Bascd
partly on that comparison and partly on further observations, the main differences
between the syntactical analysis of the grammarians and that of the rhetoricians, as
sometimes applied to identical linguistic material, can be summarized in the following
points, and in broadly generalized terms:

1. Grammarians are usually more inclined to the analysis of structure, especially
the syntactic relations between parts of the utterance from the point of view of their
theory on operants, while rhetoricians show more concern for meaning generated
from various syntactic relations within the utterance, Indecd “ilm al-ma‘ani — which
as a term and a subject in its own right is inconceivable in the nahwf tradition given
its methods and concerns — rests mainly on the meaning dimension of habar, 'in¥d
and 'isnad. Even with later authors, such chapters as ‘ahwal al-musnad ’ilayhi and
‘ahwdl al-musnad * are crowded with obscrvations on meaning, the extent of which
is not even remotely challenged in any grammar book, and are practically free from
the study of the formal aspect of syntactic relations, such as the function of particles
and the restoration of supposedly clided parts.” The other two branches of baldga;
namely, 5ilm al-bayan and ‘ilm al-badr* similarly thrive on the scrutiny of meaning
and guard against purely formal considerations.

5 Grammarians divide their subject-matter according to their theory of regimen
— the focal point of their syntactic study — hence the traditional arrangement of
nouns under marfitat, mansitbdt and magnirat, and of verbs under mangsith and
magzaim.’ Their very terms for these parts reveal their concern for regimen, based
on the relation between an “gmil and a ma’mill, and duce to this concern, whole chap-
ters of grammar arc arbitrarily classificd under onc of the above divisions. One of
the more flagrant of such arbitrary classification is that nida’ comes under mangitbat,
despite the fact that the largest part of its corpus has a characteristic damma,

4 R. Baalbaki (1983) esp. 12 (T.
5 See, for example, al-Qazwin, Talhiy 53 {f and 101 {f, and as-Sakkakl, Miftiah 175 (T and 205
ff.

% Note how al-Qazwin refers his reader to “ifm an-nahw when he touches upon particles and
avoids discussing their functions, restricting his arg 1o their ings; sce Talhfs 109,

7 \erbs in the indicative are not assigned a separate bdb by the grammarians, witness their concern
for “awdmil which dictated the study of verbs under the influence of an operant, but not of the marfir.
Unlike verbs, nouns in the nominative are assigned a special bab, but only as a framework for the study
of the regimen of those particles that are introduced to a nominal sentence; i.c. the so-called nawdsih.
Incidental discussion of indicative verbs in grammar occurs in the sections on the predicate, the circum-
stantial accusative, the similarity between the active participle and the muddr, ete.
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because of the grammarians’ assumption of a verb 'unddr to which they ascribe regi-
men of the munddd in mahall, thus causing the munada to become a direct object,
hence in the realm of mangsibdt. Conversely, the theory of regimen plays no role
whatsoever in the setup of Arabic rhetoric. This is evident not only in those rhetorical
subjects which have no parallels in grammar, such as tasbin, kindya, isti*ara, tibag,
tawriya, etc., but also in subjects common to both disciplines. It is strange indeed that
the grammarians — at least after the formative stages of the sccond and third centu-
ries — were so much preoccupicd by their theory of regimen that they did not assign
separate chapters for a number of basic grammatical issues, and even for some parts
of speech. Nowhere do we find, for example, a separale grammatical chapter in ver-
bal Yisndd and nominal ‘isndd, or on the change of meaning from habar to ‘ingd’.
More striking still is that grammarians touch on several parts of speech casually in
different chapters of their regimen-oriented approach. Thus while rhetoricians discuss
negation particles as a subject in its own right, grammarians mention each of those
particles in the chapter under which it is classificd according to regimen, and so laysa
is with the sisters of kdna, Idta with the sisters of 'inna, gencric /@ in a separate entity
usually annexed to ‘inna, lan with the subjunctive, and fam with the jussive. Similarly,
interrogative particles, which form an independent topic in rhetoric, are dispersed in
grammar over a number of places (c.g. ‘iddfa, fart, zarf) where the wide range of
their meanings and usage is overshadowed, if not totally obliterated, by the
grammarians’ concern for the formal aspects of these particles.

3. Grammarians impose their own criteria on the structure of the sentence by
relying heavily on suppletive insertion (tagdf) to restore the "missing" parts of the
utterance, while rhetoricians completely ignore such practice and depart in their
analysis from the "surface structure” so to speak. STbawayhi has several chapters on
structures from which verbs were supposedly clided and hence have to be restored,®
frequently contradicting the aim of the speaker in his original uttcrance’ As a result,
the study of grammar became widely removed from the given point of departure; i.c.
the utterance, and at time relied more on abstraction than on actual usage, while
rhetoric mostly tried to detect the meaning of a particular context from the very
strueture through which the speaker chosc to convey meaning. For instance, the con-
struction ‘a-zaydan tadribu in rhetoric has a meaning very different from that of the
construction ‘a-fadribu zaydan, while the restoration by the grammarians of a verb
immediately following the interrogative particle cffectively shatters this difference,
sacrificing meaning for externally-imposed considerations. Tt should be noted here
that the dissatisfaction some authors have expressed with faqdir was always justly
dirccted against the grammarians and not against the rhetoricians.

4. Grammarians arc much less concerned than rhetoricians with nuances of
meaning particular to different constructions. For grammarians, the two constructions
zaydun al-muntaliqu and al-muntaliqu zaydun are interchangeable because both the

® Sce his discussion of art (1, 67), istifham (1, 64-9; 459), nafy (I, 72-5), and ‘amr and nahy (I, 69).

® In a construction like zaydan idribhu, STbawayhi restores a verb before the noun, proposing 'ic_in‘b
zaydan idribhu, which is not in line with the speaker’s aim of using a structure different from idrib zaydan,
for whereas the latter specifies the action to be directed to zayd, the former specifies who is to be the
object of hitting. Cp. this and other examples in Baalbaki (1983:20-2).
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subject and predicate in each are definite,” the only difference being what they call
“indya or ihtimdm." Similar sentences beginning with a ndsih, such as kana zaydun
‘ahdka and kdna 'ahiika zaydan, receive the same trcatment by the grammarians.'
The lengthy discussion on such constructions in grammatical works® is stunning
because its richness in details and §awahid is undermined by total insensitivity to
nuances of meaning which reflect the speaker’s aim in his cxact choice of words. The
rhetoricians, however, tricd to fill this gap which came to form an independent sub-
ject of inquiry known as ‘ahwal al-musnad "itayhi and 'ahwal al-musnad, and was
based on the stipulation that any difference in lafz entails change in meaning™
regardless of the criteria imposed by the grammarians to suit their methods of analy-
sis and general theory. In one of the most bitter attacks al-Gurgani made on the
grammarians, he accuses them of failing to discover nuances of meaning (furifq and
wugith) in a single subject, and asserts that their reader can do without what they
have to offer but badly needs that which they ignored.”

The question of fawdhid can serve as a useful framework for the comparative
study of nahw and baldga, and is of particular importance since it is only in this arca
that the subject matter in both disciplines is so common. One should hasten to say
that the approach of the grammarians and rhetoricians to the fawdhid confirms the
points of difference between them as discussed above. However, this matter is too
complicated to be explained away merely as a straightforward dichotomy, and it is
the aim of this paper to show that despite the schism in methodology between the
two groups, one can still detect instances where certain grammarians show a consid-
erable degree of manoeuvre by relinquishing their otherwisc basic concern for lafz,
and resorting to a more meaning-based interpretation of linguistic data, much more
characteristic of the rhetoricians’ style. It is these instances that demonstrate
grammar’s claim to the study of meaning, which was unfortunately abandoned, thus
uprooting this study from its natural sctting and opening the way for a new discipline
with a fresh look at old material.

The following examples should suffice to stress the major difference in approach
to Sawihid by the two groups before we examine the more intricate cases in which
some grammarians give priority to mcaning over form and theory:

1. ’Abli n-Nagm al-“1gIi’s line: qad ‘asbahat 'wmmu {-hiyari tadda’i * “alayya
danban kulluhu lam 'asna‘i is quoted by the grammarians with two different readings

10 Their term for this is muiasdwiydn i t-ta’rfl wa-t-tankit, hence the interchangeahility also of
zaydun qd'imun and qd'imun zaydun. See the grammatical issucs on this subject in as-Suyitl, Ham"® 1,
102 T,

1 gee al-Giur@finT's refutation of the grammarians' reliance on “indya and ihtimdm in Dald'il 84.

12 This probably originates from Sibawayhi's statement (Kitab 1, 24): “wa-'idd kdnd ma‘rifatan fa-
‘anta bi-l-hiydr "ayyuhumd md ga‘altahu fdilan rafa‘tahu wa-nasabra i-'dhar".

13 As in Tbn Ya%s, Sarh 1,92 1, Ibn “Aqi, Sarh 1, 227 Y, and as-Suydtt, Jfam® 1, 101 ff.

M The clearest formulation of this principle is él-Gurg&nT's asscrtion that it is wrong o supposc
that ragdfm and ta'hir is sometimes mufid and sometimes not, and his insistence that any such change -
is necessarily significant in meaning. See Dald'if 86-7.

15 Dala'il 85. See other examples of al-GurginT's ridicule of the grammarians’ superficial analysis
in Baalbaki (1983:15-6).
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of kull: the nominative and the accusative,'® and thcy arguc that both forms are
melrically acceptable. It is obvious that the grammarians here admit these two forms
because both lend themselves to proper ‘irdb, regardless of meaning, as kullit would
be a subject, the predicate of which is lam ’asna‘i, while kuila would be a fronted or
preposed (muqaddam) direct object of ‘asna’i. In rhetoric, on the other hand, the
criterion of meaning rather than rdb is given predominance, and the use of the
accusative in ku/la becomes inadmissible. As al-Gurgani (Dald'il 215) points out, the
nominative expresses the poet’s denial of any danb, totally or partially (17 galilan
wa-Ig katiran), while the accusative is contrary to what the poet means since it
implies an admission of partial guilt. In other words, the nominative indicates “urniim
as-salb, and the accusative salb al-‘umim.”

2. Two lines by al-Farazdaq usually cited together are: ild malikin ma ummuhu
min Muhdribin * 'abithu wa-la kanat Kulaybun tusdhindi and wa-md mithuhu ff n-
ndsi 'illd mumaliakan * 'abii ‘wmmihi hayyun ‘abiihu yuqdribuh. Both lines are quot-
ed by rhetoricians as examples of verbal complexity (at-ta*qid al-lafzi), one of three
major features, the absence of which is a prerequisite for a structure to be described
as balig, the other two being daf at-ta’li] and tandfur al-kalimdt."® Grammarians,
however, cite the two lines without reference (o this feature,”” as a §Ghid on the
fronting of the predicate (tagdim al-habar), and are satisfied with indicating the
grammatical function of each of its components. Indeed, Ibn Ginni goes as far as
proclaiming that the structure of the first is correct or straightforward (mustagiin)
and free from disarrangement (14 habta fihi).®

3. ‘Abdalldh b. Hammam as-Salili’s linc: fa-lammd hafilu ‘azdfirahum *
nagawtu wa-'arhamuhum Mdlika recurs in a number of grammatical sources as a
§ahid on the usage of hdl with an imperfect verb in the affirmative.? Such a verb,
according to these sources, cannot be preceded by the circumstantial waw, as one
would say §d’a zaydun yadhaku, and not '§a'a zaydun wa-yadhaku, and so construc-
tions like nagawtu wa-"arhanuhum and qumtu wa-"asukku ‘aynahu arc interpreted by
supplying a subject, the predicate of which would be the imperfcet, leaving the

** Authors who mention the twa possibilitics include SThawayhi (Kirdh 1, 44), al-Farrd® (Ma‘ant 11,
95), Ibn Ginny (Hasa'is 111, 3034), and al-Bagdadi ({{izdna 1, 174-5).

" This is smartly formulated by al-BagdadT (Iizdna 1, 174-5) who contrasts the position of the
grammarians represented by Sibawayhi with that of the baydniyyin or ‘ahl al-baydn, and unsurprisingly
sides with the former.

'® al-QazwinT, Talhs 26 ff, and al-“Abblists Ma'@hid 1, 434. In his “Umda (IL, 266-7), Ton
Raflq quotes ar-Rumminl's assertion that complexity (¥kdl al-kaldm) is due to three causes:
departure from normality, using longer than necessary expressions, and the use of homonyms, and that
all three concur in the line wa-md mitluhu etc..., the first being embodied in the bad arrangement of
words, the second in using ‘abil ‘ummihi instead of hdlihi, and the third in using hayy which could mean
either “gabfla” or a "living creature”,

** See Ton Faris, Kitdb af-§ 109; Tbn Ginnt, Hasd'is 11, 394; Ibn Hiam, Mugnf 116; al-“Aynt,
Magqdsid 1, 555; and as-Suyiti, Ham® I, 118,

"'J;raga'i.g I, 394. Cp. 1, 329 where Ibn Ginni says that the line wa-md mithuhu etc... is unjustified,
but still insists that its meaning is apparent.

* See Ibn as-Sikkn, Istan 231; Ton “Aqn, Sark 1, 656; al-Usmant, Sarh 256; al-‘Ayn, Magasid
I1L, 190; and as-Suyitl, Ham" |, 246.
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nominal sentence itsell to act as the circumstantial accusalive. Rhetoricians, however,
have a different interpretation: the waw here is not circumstantial but copulative,”?
thus fa-’arhanuhum is equivalent to fa-rahantuhum ® This interpretation is in line
with the rhetoricians’ avoidance of suppletive insertion, which is bound to change the
construction, and hence the meaning. Furthermore, the imperfect would indicate con-
tinuous action,* and is therefore inappropriatc in this context unless it is interpreted
as perfect,

4. The line attributed to al-Farazdaq or “Amr b, Ma“di Karib: gad ‘alimat Salmd
wa-gardtuhd * md qattara I-fdrisa 'illd 'and provides a good example for the differ-
ence in interests between grammarians and rhetoricians: while grammarians investi-
gate the formal aspect of the construction and the usage of the independent pronoun
after "illd without the slightest consideration for meaning,” rhetoricians delve into
the meaning of the constructions md ... illd and the auances it takes in different
contexts.® al-Gurgani dilferentiates in meaning between constructions like md
da'ant 'illd zaydun, where the speaker denies the coming of anyone other than zayd,
and those like md quitu l-yawma "ilid ma quituhu *amsi bi-“aynihi, where the speaker
means no such denial but stresses that what he said on two different days is indeed
identical. Thus, md gattara |-{drisa 'ilid ’and does not mean that no one else did so,
but that the speaker asserts that he did. With such accuracy in determining meaning,
unparalleled in grammar, it surely becomes irrclevant whether 'illd is followed by an
independent or a dependent pronoun!

The schism between the two disciplines need not be stressed any further, and
should be considered as a major landmark in the formation and development of
Arabic linguistic sciences. But there remains, as we pointed out earlicr, instances
which demonstrate that some grammarians — in the various stages of the history of
grammar — did offer meaning-oriented interpretation of linguistic material in which
they ignored their basic concern for /afz. This is, of course, not to say that the
grammarians neglected the meaning of utterances except in such instances, but it is
in their dispersed comments and observations on these cxamples thal one detects, if
not a trend or a clear inclination of theirs then a remnant of their participation in the
field of Silm al-ma‘ant which belongs to grammar itself by virtue of its inclusion of
the study of syntax. It is on this organic relationship between ‘ilm al-ma‘ant and “ilm
an-nahw that much of al-GurganT’s theory rests, as he established that nazm, which
for him is the centrepiece of meaning, is no morc than organizing structurc according

= al-Gurgant, Dald'il 159-60; al-Qazwint, Talils 200-1; and al-“Abbdis1, Ma“dhid 1, 285-6.

Bin support of this interpretation, al-GGurgini quotes an anecdote by Ihn CAtTk with the construc-
tion: fa-'ahwaytu nahwa s-sawt fa-'adribuhu bi-s-sayf... Such usage of the imperfect is frequent in anec-
dotes, and is usually reserved for the most interesting part in the narration, and is still alive in some
Arabic dialects. al-GurginT's shrewd obscrvation is perfectly convenient to the context of as-SalilT's
line, which is anecdotal in nature.

* This is what al-GuranT refers to as tafaddud, and brings as the basic argument in interpreting
another ¥hid: ba‘anl 'ilayya “ar{fahum yatawassamu (Dald'it 135-6), where mutawassiman would not
be appropriate, since it annuls the intended tagaddud.

% See Sibawayhi, Kirdb 1, 379; Ibn YaR, Sarh 111, 103; Ibn Hi8&m, Mugnr 30% and as-Suyiti,
Sarn 7T19-20.

25ﬂl-ﬂim’ﬂnl, Dald'il 260-1; al-Qazwini, Talhfy's margin 140-1; and as-Sakkakd, Mifidh 291-2.
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to what grammar stipulates (‘alladi yagtadihi “ilm an-nahw)* This ingenious for-
mulation of the relationship between the two disciplines holds the key to much of our
understanding of the split which occurred in linguistic study and of the raison d’étre
of “ilm al-ma‘anf; namely, the grammarians’ default in restricting their study to one
aspect of nazm; i.e. form, at the expense of the other side of the coin, meaning.

The following examples demonstrate how a grammarian allows the violation of
a rule when the meaning required by the construction so necessitates. Such examples
arc contrary to the general practice whereby a grammarian rejects or interprets a
certain usage which does not conform to the rule applicable to the majority of similar
cases. This adherence to giyds is said to have been more characteristic of Basran than
of Kufan methods, but even if this could be confirmed from the original sources —
which is extremely difficult except for a few cases, and is beyond the scope of the
present paper — it is largely immaterial here, as the main Kufan argument for ac-
cepting usage rejected by the Basrans was not based on the meaning of the utterance
or the §ahid, but on their acceptance of anomalous material and of unverified riwdyas
which the Basrans rejected. The instances provided here are not examples of such
factional controversies which are widespread in the sources and do not relate to the
dimension of meaning, but cases in which grammarians give meaning predominance
over form and grammatical rules, a method widely applicd by rhetoricians but hardly
by grammarians:

L. In the chapter hddd bab md yultar fihi n-nasb li-'anna I-'@lir laysa min naw*
al-'awwal, Sibawayhi explains that the Higdzis usc the accusative for the noun after
the exceptive particle in constructions like md fihd 'ahadun 'illd himdran because the
two nouns, ‘ahad and himar, are not of the same naw’.® The use of the accusative
is indeed reported by some grammarians as obligatory for gumbir al-“arab.® This
is an ideal situation for grammarians to reject any other usage on the grounds that
it does not tally with the giyas. However, Sthawayhi accepts the Tamimi usage
whereby the excepted takes the nominative, as in Ibn al-Ayham’s line where gayn —
which always takes the case of the noun after 'ifld in a similar construction with i/la
— is in the nominative: laysa bayni wa-bayna Qaysin “itabun * gayru ta'ni l-kuld wa-
darbi r-rigabi. The reason for this is provided by Stbawayhi himself, who refers to
al-Halil’s explanation that the nominative in such usage is equivalent to that in “Amr
b. Madl Karib’s linc: wa-haylin qad dalaftu laha bi-haylin * tahiyyan: baynihim
darbun wagi'u, where darb is itself the tahiyya, and therclore ta‘n is itself the “itab.
Formal considerations have obviously given way here to the supremacy of meaning,

2. Concerning the ragaz: wa-sdgiyayni mitli zaydin wa-Gu'al * sagbani
mam$ilqani makniizd I-“adal, STbawayhi admits the nominativc in sagbdni, although

= al-Gurgani, Dald'il 63 If., esp. 64.34. al-GurpinT's theory on nazm is significant to grammar
from another perspective: the criterion of sawdb and hara’, since what is sawdb is, by definition, in
agi with the ings and principles of grammar, in the widest sense proposed by al-Giurgant
(ma“dnf n-nahw wa-'ahkdmuhu), and what is hara’ is surely incompatible with these meanings and prin-
ciples. Adherence to this distinction would have provided grammarians with a clear-cut principle for
examining linguistic data, and saved grammar from the chaotic status in which authors bitterly differ on
what is permissible and what is not,

** Sthawayhi, Kirdb 1, 363. Cp. al-Mubarrad, Mugtadab IV, 413, and Tbn YaO, Sarn 11, 80.
* Ibn "AqM, Sark 1, 600, and al-'Usmant, Sark 229.
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it modifies sdgiyayni in the accusative (Kitdb I, 226). a-Santamarf’s elucidation of
this admission (Tahsi 1, 226) lcads the reader to believe that it stems from reasons
related to lafz, since the rdgiz could not have used the expected form sagbayni
mamdilgayni as this would entail the form makniizay I-“adal which damages the
meter® This superficial explanation misses the spirit of Sibawayhi’s stand which
transcends form and penetrates into the impact of form on meaning. What
Sibawayhi is saying in this important paragraph is that the accusative, sagbayni,
would have been the normal usage which accords with the giyds adjectives follow, but
the use of the nominative sagbdnf is stronger (‘agwd), and although Stbawayhi does
not elaborate on this point, it is clear that this strength is due to isti’ndf with which
a new sentence is formed (but only due to his suppletive insertion, i.e. humad
sagbani). This new sentence serves as an answer to the query: who are the sdgiyani,
and hence shows the interest of the speaker or the one addressed — depending on
the source of the query — in what the utterance started with, an interest which the
ordinary use of the adjective cannot possibly express.

3. Several grammarians quote al-Hansd's line: farta’u md rata‘at hattd 'idd
ddakarat * fa-'innama hiya ‘igbdlun wa-"idbdru, and offcr two interpretations for the
construction hiya ighdlun wa-"idbdnu: either that the bereaved animal described is
portrayed as being itself the 'ighd! and "idbdr due to the frequency of its performing
both actions, or that the expression has a missing element and the tagdir is: hiya
datu ‘igbdlin wa-"idbarin.>* Ibn Ginni, however, decisively prefers the first interpre-
tation which he describes (Hasd’is 11, 230) as “aqwd,” and the comparison he makes
between this line and a number of other fawahid lcaves no room for doubt as to how
much this interpretation is stronger than the one with tagdir. His preference of the
interpretation based on meaning to the one based on the formal restructuring of the
construction, and the zealous argument he makes, show what ilm al-ma‘anf owes
to grammar in way of separate comments and observation, though not as an uninter-
rupted method of study.® In fact, the discussion of al-Hansa"s line in rhetorical
books* — and probably the whole scction of al-magiz al-‘aqii — is indebted to Ibn
GinnD’s views on this matter.

4. There are several instances in which a grammarian defends, on the grounds
of meaning, what other grammarians consider as a syntactically objectionable con-
struction. This should scrve as a reminder of the presence, within what could be

* Cp. also a3-Santamart, Nukar 1, 448.

3! Both interpretations arc given by al-Mubarrad (Mugtadab 111, 230) and Ibn a3-Safiar? (‘Amdif
1, 71). Stbawayhi (Kitdb I, 169) cites this line as an example of sa“at al-kaldm, i.e. the first interpretation,
but a thorough reading of his text shows that he also allows the second interpretation since he compares
al-Hans&"s line with another ¥dhid, that of Mutammim, which he explains by istifyfdf and ikrisdr. al-
BagdadT (Hizdna 1, 207) mentions a third interpretation; namely, that the verbal noun must be inter-
preted here as an active participle, with the sense of hiya mugbil va ibiratun. This possibility is
also mentioned by as-STrdfT in his .'fan'_e (Kirab's margin 1, 169). As for Ibn al-'Anbdri, he offers the
second interpretation only in his ‘Adddd, 249.

32 Cp. Ibn Ginnt, Hasd'is 111, 189.

3 Note, for example, how Ibn GinnT's Luma® is a purely grammatical work with little to distinguish
it from other books of grammar in content and method.

M See al-Gurgﬁni, Dald'il 2334, and al-QazwinT, Taﬂ'ﬂﬂj‘s margin 47-8.
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called the circle of grammarians, of a dissenting voice from time to time, but, ad-
mittedly, neither vehement nor frequent enough to constitute a corrective movement
in the established grammatical methods. Examples of these syntactical views are the
following:

a. On the question of the permissibility of suffixing to the /@il a pronoun that
refers to a subscquent rmaf il bihi, as in zana nawruhu §-agara or daraba gulamuhu
zaydan, the gumir is reported to be unanimous on its rejection, with the exception
of Iba Ginnf on the authority of al-’Ahfag, and of a certain *Abii “Abdallah at-Tuwal
(d.243).* The grammarians’ rejection of such usage comes in spite of the abundance
of its poetic Sawdhid (five in the 'Alfiyya Sunih, and scveral other lines in other
sources). For Ibn Ginni, however, the 'igma of the grammarians is irrelevant, as
he asserts (Hasa'is I, 293-8) that the hd’ of rabbuhu in 'Abii I’ Aswad’s line: gazd
rabbuhit ‘annt ‘Adiyya bna Hatimin * gazd'a I-kildbi “Gwiydti wa-gad fa‘al docs
refer to “Adiyy. The lengthy syntactic discussion that follows clearly shows how Ibn
Ginnl scorns the rules set by the grammarians when these rules fail to take the
significance attached to the syntactical arrangement into account,

b. Grammarians unanimously agree that kdna is otiose or superfluous (zd%ida) in
al-Farazdaq’s line: fa-kayfa 'idd ra’aytu diydra qawmin * wa-giranin land kani
kirami,* and thus its omission has no bearing on meaning. al-Mubarrad reports
(Mugtadab TV, 117) that all grammarians interpret the line as a §@hid of otiose kana,
but defiantly announces that he has a different interpretation, whereby land syntac-
tically belongs to kdna, and not to girdnin, hence: "wa-girdnin, land kani, kirami",
rather than "wa-giranin land, kami, kirdmi". The rule on the redundancy of kdna is
thus superseded by the meaning of the construction, and by no other than al-
Mubarrad, onc of the grammarians most fond of form and operants throughout his
work.

c. The gumhiir of grammarians is reported not to allow constructions such as
marartu galisatan bi-Hindin wherc the circumstantial accusative precedes the genitive
noun it refers to*” Accordingly, diffcrent interpretations are suggested for “Urwa
b. Hizam's line la-'in kdna bardu I-ma'i haymana sadiyan * 'ilayya habiban ‘innaha
la-habibu, all of which — as al-Bagdadi and al-‘AynT notc — to avoid admitting
that this construction is permissible. In fact, acceptance of such constructions, despite
the grammarians’ unanimity, is attributed by Tbn Barhin to 'Abii “AIT al-FirisT and
Ibn Kaysin (Ibn an-Nazim, Sark 323)® and although no reason is given for this ac-
ceptance, it is highly probable that it is based on the particularity of meaning the con-
struction has, since it obviously differs from its counterpart in which the accusative
follows the noun, as in marartu bi-Hindin galisatan and habiban ilayya.

¥ Those reporting the gumbidr's unanimity include Ibn ad-Sagari (“dmdir 1, 101-2); Thn “Aql
(Sar{r I, 493); al-'UsminT (Sarh 178); Tbn Higam (‘Awdah 11, 125); Tbn Ya'Ré {far{r I, 76)%; al-“Ayni
{Magdsid 11, 489); and as-Suyiti (Ham® 1, 66).

2 See, for example, Stbawayhi, Kitdb 1, 289; Ibn al-'Anbiri, Asrdr 136; al-GurfanT “Awdmil 252;
Ibn Hisim, Mugni 287; and al-Bagdadi, Hizana 1V, 37.

¥ For discussion of such constructions, see as-San“ant, Tahdd 225-6; Ibn “Aqil, Sarh 1, 640-3; al-
"USman, Sarh 248-9; al-Bagdadi, Hizdna 1, 533-6; and al-“Aynt, Magdsid 111, 156-60.

* See other Jawdhid of this phenomenon: Thn an-Nazim, Sark 323-5,
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Apart from its importance in clarifying the rise and growth of linguistic sciences,
and in our understanding of the scope defined for its various constituents, the
comparative study of fawdhid is extremely significant from another perspective rarely
given the attention it deserves by modern scholarship; namcly, the pedagogical impli-
cations of the complexity of grammatical material taught in the Arab world at the
secondary and university levels. Most Sawihid are loaded with various possibilities
different grammarians suggest at the formal level, largely ignoring contexts and
nuances. The characteristically bald@gi approach to Sawdhid, when applied consistently
and with little concern for anomalies and irregularities, would enhance the signifi-
cance of this wealthy data, and facilitate its study so as to make it less repulsive to
students. In an earlier study (Baalbaki 1986:7-17), the present author examined the
Sawdhid of waw al-ma‘iyya according to the meaning the construction acquires with
the subjunctive or indicative verb following the waw. Regardless of the results of that
study, it demonstrated how a given sample of Sawdhid can be freshly examined by
giving priority to meaning and context, rather than making them subservient to form
and ‘Fréib. Much can be done in this domain to restore to grammar what rightfully
belongs to it: ‘ilm al-ma‘dni, and the focal point in this has to be the available
corpus of Sawahid.
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